his house. 13 Targum Neofiti adds: "...thought her to be a prostitute, because she was veiled (lit. "covered of face") in the house of Judah and Judah had not known her." 14 The translation, however, is not entirely consistent at this point. Verse 15 of Neofiti implies that Judah did see Tamar's face, apparently for the first time, but that he failed to recognize her because it was her custom to veil herself while in his house. By contrast, verse 14 states explicitly that she covered herself (hb tp+(t)w hdydrb tyyskw). Leaving aside this inconsistency, while the gloss in v.15 provides a reason for Judah's inability to recognize Tamar, it does not correlate the veil with the attire of a prostitute, but with that of a modestly dressed widow in his household. A somewhat different explanation is offered in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: "Judah saw her, and in his eyes he compared her to a harlot, because she was of sullen [?] appearance in the house of Judah and Judah had not loved her." 15 But this explanation makes little sense contextually (how does it account for Judah's taking her to be a prostitute?) and is unique to PseudoJonathan. 16 While the targum explicitly describes how Tamar covered herself with a veil and subsequently removed it (vv.14, 19), the above rendering of v.15 fails to explain the relevance of her change of clothing. Are we to infer that prostitutes generally exhibited a sullen appearance (Nyp) tsy(k), or does the targumist wish to convey that Judah's unfavorable attitude toward Tamar, formed while she lived in his house, caused him at this point (assuming of course that he recognized her when he saw her) to treat her as a common prostitute? A more plausible solution for the contextually problematic tsy(k may be textual corruption: instead of s(k "to be angry," others have suggested the verb ysk "to cover." 17 But even with the proposed emendation, the targum's meaning is by no means obvious. Nevertheless, for our purpose it is significant that both Neofiti and Pseudo-Jonathan avoid the conclusion that Tamar's donning of a veil was in some fashion indicative of her status as a prostitute. On the contrary, both assume, at least in v.15, that she was not veiled when she encountered Judah by the road.
4.
Genesis Rabbah (85.8) provides two contrasting interpretations. 18 The first echoes
Neofiti in commenting that Tamar was not recognized because she had covered her face while in her father-in-law's house (hymx tybb )yh#$ d( hynp htsk yk). The midrash cites the expansion as an object lesson: a man should acquaint himself with female relations so as to avoid unintentional incest. The gloss in this case highlights Judah's guilt in the matter for not having done so.
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The second interpretation explains that Judah initially took no notice of Tamar since she had covered her face, thus, he thought to himself, she could not be a prostitute (hynp htsk#$ Nwyk xyg#$ h )l hdwhy h)ryw )hmt) hynp hskm htyh hnwz htyh wly) rm) 25 In his comments on Gen. 38:14, Luther explains the separate dress associated with the married woman, the virgin, and widows. 26 The Py(c of Tamar is described by the reformer as a large cloth with which the woman would bind her hair and cover the head completely down to the shoulders, the same as that worn by Rebecca (Genesis 24) to signify her "reverence and modesty."
Luther then draws the reader's attention to a contemporary parallel: "Even today, in some parts of Germany, head coverings which veil the neck and the mouth so that only the eyes appear are in use." 27 In Genesis 38, Tamar exchanges her widow's garments for more "festive garb," apparently in keeping with the festive time of year (following his earlier comments on 38:12). She "not only covered her head with the honorable robe of a matron but also adorned her whole body elegantly and in festive manner"; in this fashion, she was "adorned and decked out to excite Judah," but not as a whore. 28 So why then, Luther wonders, did Judah not recognize Tamar, at least from her voice or the exposed eyes? He is somewhat puzzled by this and attributes it to the focused imagination of Judah, which was blind to all else, or to the miraculous intervention of God--or the work of the Devil. Regardless, for him the costume of Tamar plays no role in Judah's perception of her as a prostitute.
7.
In his commentary on Genesis, Calvin contrasts the veil of Tamar with the dress of prostitutes of his time: "When it is said she veiled her face, we hence infer that the license of fornication was not so unbridled as that which, at this day, prevails in many places." He implies that the whores of his day do not bother with a veil, unlike Tamar, who is fully aware of her sin and puts on a veil to hid her shame:
"the veil of Tamar shows that fornication was not only a base and filthy thing in the sight of God and the angels; but that it has always been condemned, even by those (i.e., Tamar) who have practised it." 29 As for Judah's inability to recognize Tamar, Calvin attributes this to the hand of God. 
9.
In using the term veil, I do not assume that the face itself must necessarily have been covered. Over the centuries, one finds evidence for a wide variety of veils or coverings, whether one wished simply to cover the top of the head, conceal the hair, or all or a part of the face (note already Ramban or Luther above). 31 Some veils were transparent (silk), and thus concealed little, while others masked the identity of the wearer. 32 Moreover, modern analogies suggest that veils could be manipulated, depending on the company or other circumstances. 33 We of course do not know how ancient readers or hearers of the Genesis story would have envisioned the veil of Tamar, but the text implies that it was substantial enough to conceal her identity. Additionally, the text also leads the reader to assume that Tamar retained some type of covering during intercourse, given Judah remained unaware of her identity until it was too late.
10.
As mentioned above, Middle Assyrian law prohibits prostitutes, slave women, concubines unaccompanied by their mistress, and unmarried hierodules from appearing unveiled in public. Those who do so are subject to severe punishments, including fifty blows, pitch poured over the head, and the cutting off of one's ears. 34 The law, as Lerner observes (building on the conclusions of Miles and Driver), serves to institutionalize class distinction for women, here distinguished via their "sexual activities": "Domestic women, sexually serving one man and under his protection, are here designated as 'respectable' by being veiled; women not under one man's protection and sexual control are designated as 'public women,' hence unveiled." 35 Likewise, van der Toorn has identified appurtenance as the primary symbolic meaning associated with veiling. 36 The punishments are equally harsh for those men who fail to take the appropriate action against violators (fifty blows, pierced ears with thread drawn behind the back etc.). This, however, raises the issue of identification: how did one determine that a particular woman was illegally veiled? Lerner assumes that the veil must have covered the face, head, and figure, and thus, in the case of the female slave and slave concubine, would have hidden any visible distinguishing marks, but others maintain that the veil in the ancient Near East only partially covered the face. 39 In Greek literary tradition, particularly Homer, the veil (krh/ demnon) signified sexual chastity and purity, traits obviously not associated with the celebrated heteraia of literature or art. 40 With regard to the latter, mention must be made of the numerous examples of heteraia, usually naked, depicted on red-figure vase paintings and drinking cups (6th-5th centuries BCE). Other than catering to their male clients, the paintings depict heteraia engaged in various domestic activities, for example spinning or washing. 41 Needless to say, veiling, or covering or any sort for that matter, plays no role in identification; in fact, precisely the opposite is the case. Their status as heteraia, where not obvious with clients, is signaled by their nudity and pose. 42 
12.
In Greco-Roman Egypt, prostitutes were recognized by their see-through garments, ornaments on the ankles or feet, or even messages such as "follow me"
imprinted on the soles of their sandals. 43 The available evidence indicates that Alexandria in particular was a major center for prostitutes in the Roman east, and the translators of the Greek Genesis were probably not oblivious to their presence or appearance. 44 Thus, without disputing the exegetical motivations isolated by
Wevers (see note 10 above), the LXX expansion to Genesis 38:15 could reflect as well the translators' knowledge of current practice in that veils were not a part of the prostitute's dress; therefore, it was necessary to clarify that Tamar's veil was required only for concealment.
13.
In Roman society, the social standing of the respectable and morally upright woman--the mater familias or matrona--stood in stark contrast to that of the disreputable prostitute (meretrix), a distinction reinforced in Roman law by way of the lex Iulia de adulteriis coercendis of Augustus (ca. 18 BCE). 45 The lex Iulia equates the status of the adulterous woman to that of a prostitute. The juxtaposition of matrona/meretrix, drawn also in literary contexts (e.g., Plautus, Cicero, Horace), focused especially on garments as markers of the respective positions. The matrona was identified by her stola (a long outer dress with decorated hem) and vittae (ribbons or bands worn in the hair), while the prostitute wore a toga. Those women convicted as adulterers were required to don the toga in order to differentiate them from respectable women. 46 The lex Iulia also addressed the problem of matrons appearing in public without their stolae, or even dressing outright as prostitutes. 47 Later, in the 6 th century Code of Justinian (Corpus iuris civilis), we find a type of "enforced chastity" for the adulteress, and possibly the repentant prostitute as well, who were compelled to put on a veil.
the eastern provinces of the Roman Empire, sufficient evidence exists to show that women generally were veiled in public and could be divorced or punished if they appeared otherwise. 49 14. Christianity as well followed current practice, albeit often with different justification. Paul's oft-cited admonition that women cover their heads (1 Corinthians 11:2-16) was in keeping with his own tradition, but he, like others to follow, felt the need to offer various theological reasons for the practice. 50 In his treatise on veiling (De virginibus velandis), the early Church father Tertullian (2d-3d cent.) recommended that all Christian women be fully veiled, not simply to accommodate custom, but because it is the will of Christ, their Espoused. 51 Likewise, Athanasius (4 th cent.) exhorted virgins to let their "face be veiled and downcast" in their encounter with others. 52 In his Apostolic Tradition, Hippolytus (4 th cent.) advised that men and women be segregated while in church, without greeting one another, and that the head of the women be covered completely. 53 These few representative citations allow us to place the expansions in the Vetus Latina and Vulgate in some perspective. If they were not simply following the LXX at that point, Jerome and the early translators could have been motivated by the need to clarify for their readers Tamar's use of a veil, for them a symbol of purity and chastity, not prostitution.
15.
Rabbinic tradition offers no specific law stipulating that women should be veiled outside the home, but the rabbis appeal to traditional practice of the time. Medieval and Renaissance Europe. 58 As with the Middle Assyrian and Roman legislation, the purpose of these laws was to provide clear demarcation of status, to address the issue of "women out of place, pretending to be what they are not." 59 While applicable only to that segment of society that could afford such luxury items, particular statutes were aimed at regulating the dress of the well-to-do prostitute. These parallel similar requirements, often religiously sanctioned, imposed on Jewry under Christianity and Islam. 60 A survey of sumptuary laws in countries such as Italy, France, England, Spain, and Germany reveals a variety of restrictions (e.g., regulating furs, silk linings, colors, belts, types of fabrics, use of gold and silver in ornaments, buttons, décolletage, openings or slits in garments, jewelry, platform shoes, etc.). 61 Prostitutes in particular were required to wear certain garments or distinctive markings on their clothing as a means of identification (e.g., a cord or silk belt, striped hoods, a neckband or cloak of a particular color, a sleeve of different color/material or with a specific marking, special ornaments, bells, etc.). 62 These laws varied widely from one region to the next, depending on local preference and the evolving styles of dress. In some cases (Arles, Siena, Venice, Ferrara), specific laws were enacted which banned the more elaborate and less transparent veils. Authorities feared that the anonymity afforded by these could hide or encourage inappropriate behavior. 63 It is not that one never encounters isolated cases where prostitutes could be veiled, but the garment in and of itself does not emerge as a sign of the profession.
Rather, if covered at all, the prostitute would have been recognized as such by the color of or marking on her veil.
17.
While the evidence is chronologically and geographically sporadic, the above necessarily brief overview of the veil's usage nevertheless highlights a number of recurring themes regarding its meaning and symbolism. 64 In fact, the Assyrian laws constitute the beginning of, or at least attest to, a socio-legal tradition that endures, mutatis mutandis, into the modern era wherein veiling may denote social status, ownership, decency, chastity, or modesty. 65 What is lacking is a clear or decisive link between the veil and the prostitute. This is not to say that prostitutes did not at various times or places wear veils, but they were certainly not alone in this. 
18.

